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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 



In re Application of: 
Inventor: Mark E. Sweat et aL 
Serial #: 09/534,757 
Filed: March 24, 2000 

Title: METHOD AND APPARATUS FOR 

DRAWING COLLABORAllON 

ON A NETWORK 



Exsimincr: Flynn, Kimberly D. 
Group Alt Unit: 2153 
Appeal No.: . 



OPFICIAI 



BRIEF OF APPELLANTS 

MAIL STOP APPEAL BRIEF - PATIENTS 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

In accordance widi 37 CFR §1.192, Appellants hereby submit the Appellants* Brief on 
Appeal from die final rejection in the above-identified application, in triplicate, as set forth in the 
Office Acdon dated A\jgust 12, 2003. 
, Please charge the amount of $330 to cover the required fee for filing this Appeal Brief as set 

01/16/2004 mmiu oooooooi 500494 09534757 b fi 

1^%^^:-^^^^ Om3S07(c) to Deposit Account No. 50-0494 of Gates & Cooper LLP. Also, 

please charge any additional fees or credit any overpayments to Deposit Account No. 50-0494. 

I. RF.AT, PARTY TN TNl-EREST 

The real parijr in interest is Autodesk, Inc., the assignee of the present application. 



II. RELATED APPEALS AND TNTERFERENCES 

There arc no related appeals or interferences for the above-referenced patent application. 
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III STATUS 

Claims 1-45 sure pending in the application. 

Claim 1 wa$ rejected under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being obvious over Burrows et. aL, U.S. 
Patent No. 6,397,117 and further in view of Wishnie et al U.S. Patent No. 6,148,311. 

Claims 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 14, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 28, 29, 31, 32, 34, 35, 43, and 44 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being aridcrpated by Burrows et al. U.S. Patent No. 6,397,117. 

Claims 4, 9, 15, 18, 23, 30, 33, 38, and 45 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
obvious over Burrows et aL, U.S. Patent No. 6,397,117 and fiirdier in view of Wishnie et aL U.S. 
Patent No. 6,148,311, 

Claims 10, 1 1, 24, 25, 39, and 40 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being obvious 
ovct Burtows et. al., U.S, Patent No. 6^97,1 17 and further in view of Lowell U.S. Patent No. 
6,381,632, 

Claims 8, 22, and 37 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being obvious over Burtows 
et. aL, U.S. Patent No. 6,397,117 and further in view of Robertson, U.S. Patent No. 6,269,396. 

Claims 12, 26, and 41 were rejected under 35 U-S.C §1 03(a) as being obvious over Burrows 
et. aL, U.S. Patent No. 6,397,117 and further in view of Yasue, U.S. Patent No. 6,289,345. 

Claims 13, 27, and 42 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious over Burrows 
et aL, U.S. Patent No. 6,397,1 17 and fixrther in view of Burddge, U.S. Patent No. 6,430,567. 

All of the above rejecdons are being appealed. 

rV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

No amendments to the claims have been made subsequent co the final Office Acdon. 

V. SUMMARY OF THF. TNTVENTIQN 

The invention is generally concerned with the management of architectural projects on a 
web site (see page 2, lines 10-13). The web site provides for the noanagement (e.g., setting and 
maintaining access permissions) of architectural project informarion (see page 2, lines 10-13; page 6, 
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lines 9-22). The web site also mansiges personnel that may access particular areas of the web sice and 
projects (sec page 6, lines 20-22). 

Independent claim 1 is direcred towards an Internet web site chat provides specific 
functionality for specific people. Tl^e claim provides for online services for particular personnel - 
building, design^ and construction personnel (see page 9, lines 14-19). The online service also 
provides an integrated project workspace (i.e., a workspace area that is used for projects and that is 
"integrated" to providie multiple functionalicies) (see page 9, lines 14-19), The workspace is utilized 
for organi2ing folders as containers for storing, managing, and sharing files for architectural projects 
(sec page 8, lines 21-23). The files further comprise drawings, documents, communications, and 
tasks related to the architectural projects (see page 9, lines 14-19; page 38> line 23-page 39, line 1), 
AdditionaEy, the integrated project workspace provides relevant concent, services, and tools to help 
the particular types of persomiel manage the files related to the architectural projects (sec page 9, 
lines 14-19). Thus, as claimed and described in the specification, independent claim 1 provides a 
single web sice chat provides multiple fimctionalities used in the buliding, design, and construction 
industry- 
Independent claims 2, 16, and 31 are generally directed to accessing archicecttiral project 
information usiag an interacdve web site. As claimed, the web site has various areas (see FIGS. 2-6). 
Each of the different areas provides the abihty to modify and organize pardcular types of 
information and functionality. Tlie claims provide chac all of the areas mast be present. The 
different areas provide the ability to view and display specific project informarion and manage who 
may access the web site and pardcular projects managed at the web site. 

Specifically, one claimed area provides for the modification and organization of site 
members of the web site (see page 15, line 15-page 16, lines 1; page 24, line 4-page 27, line 8; FIGS. 
3, 6, 7, and 11). 

Anocher claimed area provides for the modification and organization of one or more 
projects including storing, organizing, and displaying drawings and text files in project folders and 
standard folders (see page 27, line 10-page 30, line 4; page 35. line 5-page 43, line 15; FIGS. 2, 4, 5, 
and 8). 

A third area provides for the modification and organization of project members of projects 
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including defining access permissions for project members to access project folders, standard 
folders, drawings, and text files (see page 27» line 10-page 35, line 4; FIGS. 4, 6, 8, 9, and 10). 

Thus, as described in the specification and claimed^ a single web site provides explicit 
functionality diat allows the ability to modify and organi^sc project information, users of the web site, 
and users of a pardcular projecL 

The dependent claims provide additional functionality to independent claims 2, 16, and 31. 

Dependent claims 3, 17, and 32 provide that access permissions may be defined for the site 
members of the web site. 

Dependent claims 4, 1 8, and 33 provide that the web site is displayed in a tree hierarchical 
view. Further, the ttee hierarchical display provides a listing of the drawings, text files, project 
folders, and standard folders that make up the projects. 

In dependent claims 5, 19, and 34, the web site provides the additional functionality for 
allowing a user to markup a drawing- 
Dependent claims 6, 20, and 35 provide that various aspects of the interactive web site are 
installed and executed on a local computet. 

Dependent claims 7, 21, and 36 provide for updating project information stored on a server 
by transferring information from a local computer to the server. 

Dependent claims 8, 22, and 37 provide a feature of the interactive web site for emailing a 
site member when the site member's access permissions change. 

Dependent claims 9, 23, and 38 further provide an area to specify a location of information 
to be displayed on the web site. 

Dependent claims 10, 24, and 39 indicate the usage of an activity log diat captures activities 
of tlie site members. 

Dependent claims 1 1 , 25, and 40 depend on claims 1 0, 24, and 39 and provide the ability to 
filter the activity log based on specified properties. 

Dependent claims 12, 26, and 41 illustrate that the site members can be organisced in a group 
and access permissions can be established for the group (Le,, rather than on an individual site 
member basis). 

Dependent claims 13, 27, and 42 provide for an additional area of die web site that may be 
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used for discussing aspects of a pxoject- 

Dependem claims 14, 28, 29, 43, aad 44 allow the import and export of informarion using 
the website. 

Dependent claims 15, 30, and 45 provide diat the interactive web sice is created by a xaser 
without interaction or action by a site administrator. 

VL ISgUEg ?KT5S15NTgP FOR REVIEW 

Whether claim 1 is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as being obvious over Burrows et. 
aL, U.S. Patent Nfo. 6,397,117 and farther in view of Wishnie ct aL U.S. Patent No. 6,148,311. 

Whether claims 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 14, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21. 28, 29, 31, 32, 34, 35, 43. and 44 are 
unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anddpated by Burrows et. al. U.S. Patent No. 
6,397,117. 

Whedier claims 4, 9, 15, 18, 23, 30, 33, 38, and 45 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 
as being obvious over Burrows et. aL, U.S. Patent No. 6,397,117 and further in view of Wishnie ec 
al U.S. Patent No, 6,148,311. 

Whedier claims 10, 11, 24, 25, 39, and 40 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
obvious over Burrows ec. aL, U.S. Patent No. 6,397,117 and furdier in view of LoweU U.S. Patent 
No. 6,381.632. 

Whether clflTms 8, 22, and 37 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as being obvious 
over Burrows et. aL, U.S. Patent No. 6,397,117 and further in view of Robertson, U.S. Patent No. 
6,269,396. 

Whether claims 12, 26, and 41 are unpatentable \mdei: 35 U.S.C §103(a) as being obvious 
over Burrows ct. al., U.S. Pateat No. 6,397,117 and further in view of Yasue, U.S. Patent No. 
6,289,345. 

Whether claims 13, 27, and 42 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious 
over Burrows et. al., U.S. Patent No. 6,397,1 17 and further in view of Buiridge, U.S. Patent No. 
6,430,567. 
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Vn. GROUPING_0_F CT ATMS 

The rejected claims do not stand or fall together. Each claim is independcndy patentable, 
Separare arguments for die patentability of each claim axe provided below. 

vm. ARQy^fBNT? 

A. Independent Claim 1 Is Patentable Over The PriocArr 

In paragraph (10) of die final Office Action, claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C, §l03(a) as 
being tinpatentable over Burrows and further in view of Wishnie as follows: 
In conisidezixig claim 1 , 

Bunows ct at. discloses an Internet web sitCp compming: 

an online service^ implemented on a computer^ foi building, design, and consmicnon 
pefsonnel, wbetein die files compzise dra\vings, documents, communications, and tasks related to the 
flfchitecmial piojects (see Fig. 2, Design Tool Executables 37; col. 4, lines 5-15 and bncs 33-40). 

Addiuonfilly, 

\C^hnie ei oL discloses un Internet web site compiising: 

an online service tkat provides an imegraced ptojeci workspace fot oig^nizing folders thercm 
as coniainers for storing, managing, and sharing Blcs for one or more ptojects, and die iniegraicd 
project workspace provides xclevanr content, services, and tools to Kelp the personnel manage ihe 
files related to the projects {see Fig. 4a, hicratchinl display space 402; col 4, Une$ 23-3S; Fig. 4, rexiual 
display space 404; col- 4> Hnes 39-49)- 

Appellants respectfully traverse these rejections for one or more of the following reasons: 

(1) Neither Burrom nor li/ishnie teacb^ disclose, or suggest an integrated project workspace for 
argamv^ngfokUrs for one armors architectural projects; 

(2) Neither Bitrrom nar Wishnie teach, disclose, or suggest an integrated project workspace to help 
personnel (i,e,, bidlding^ design, and constrncHon personnel) manage ftks related to arcbitectttrd projects; 

(3) The combination of Wishnie and Btfrrows fails to teach the invention as claimed; and 

(4) Neither B;mvm, nor Wishnie, either alone or in combination, teach, describe, or suggest the 
invention as a whole. 

As can be seen in the rejection. Burrows was utilised to teach some of the claim elements, 
while Wishnie was utilized to teach die integrated project workspace claim dements. However, 
contrary to the assertion in the Office Action, Wishnie does not even remotely read on or teach 
these claim elements. Wishnie is specifically directed towards a file hierarchy for HTML files 
utili2ed to biiild a web site (see Tide and Abstract). Fig, 4a of Wishiue (as described in col. 4, lines 
22-50) provides a hierarchical display space 402 and textual display space 404 that illustrates a 
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selected web site in a tree fashion showing the variovis pages of the web site. The entry in the 
hierarchical display space 402 has a pointer that points to the HTML file for a parricvOar entry. The 
textual display space 404 has a textual description of atttibutes for each page in die web site. 
Accordingly, Wishnie is directed towards organising HTML files for a web sice. 

In view of the above, Wishnic's web site and methodology is not directed towards or unlived 
by building, design, and construction personnel as claimed- The claims specifically provide that the 
integrated project workspace provides content, services, and tools co help such building, design, and 
construction personnel. Instead of being directed towards such pardcular personnel, Wishnie is 
directed towards personnel desiring to create and organize files for a web site. 

Additionally, die claimed integrated workspace is related to architectural projects. The 
Office Action simply omits the term "architectural" when rejccnng the claims. In this regard, the 
Office Acdon merely \jses the term "projects" when relying on Wishnie. However, this element 
provides a contexr for the web site and is specifically claimed. Wislinic is not even remotely related 
to architectural projects. Further, the term "architcctoral" cannot be removed firom the claims since 
it is an integral part of this independent claim. Thus, regardless of whether Burrows provider for a 
distributed CAD system, Wishnie is wholly unrelated and cannot be utilbied to teach the claimed 
elements. Specifically, the folders are utilized as containers relating to architectural projects. Neitfier 
Burrows nor Wishnie teach such a claim element. In this regard, Wishnie's mere hierarchical 
structure of HTML files completely fails to teach, disclose, or suggest, cither expressly or impliddy, 
conminers for storing, managing and sharing files for an architectural project 

Additionally, Wishnie's folders are utilissed for HTML files and not projects. In fact, an 
electfonic search for the term "project" in Wishnie provides no results at all. Without even using 
the word "project", Wishnie cannot possibly teach an integrated web site directed towards projects 
(and more parricularly architectural projects). 

In response to the above arguments, the final Office Action provides: 

10. In response to applicant's arguments against the rcfcrenctiK individually, on page 13, 
lines 24-2S, nnd page 14» lines 2-3, one cannot sliownonobvionsncss by nttncking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re iOZ/irr, 642 R2d 
413. 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In n Merck <&Co., 800 R2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir 1986). 

1 1 . Applicanr(«) argue on page 1 4» lintwi 9-10 and 15-16, tJiat Wishnie is torally 
unrelfiied to a discnbuied OVD sysrem. and th^t since die folders in Wishnie or al. arc utilised fbi 
PTTML 51es as opposed to projects, it does not read on die claimed invention. TIic applicanr(B) 
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argumeais are not persuasive. Alihough Wishnic ct al, is not a CAD system, ir is a relaicd in the feet 
that is the hicrarchtcal Organissatioa of files for a website. Thus, ir is not wholly umelated to the 
present applicatioii. Furthermore, only the coneept of utilizing folder for storing files was taken &om 
che Wishnie et aL reference in die 103 combination^ and not the storage of HTML fflcs onl^, 

Applicanc(s) argue on page 14. lines 4-10, thar the tcnn "'axehitecnual is on integral parr of 
die independent claims^ and diac Burrows et ol. cannot anticipate that The applicanc(s] arguments are 
not persuasive. The teon architectural has been given die broadest reasonable interpretation. By it's 
nature, CAD design drawings arc inherently cekted id some type of architectural structure, whether it 
is be for mechanical object5> electrical objects, buidlings, etc. Thus, the term architectural, when used 
in the contexr of CAD systems, does not further limit CAD-bascd file&. 

Appellants xespectftdly traverse such conclusions in the final Office Action. While 
Appellants agree that one cannot show non-obviousness by atcackrog references individually where 
the rejections are based on combinations of references, the claimed invention must also be examined 
as a whole and whedier the ' Vhole" claimed invention woiild have been obvious at the time of 
invention (see MPEP §2142). In addition, under MPEP §706.02(j) "there must be some suggestion 
or motivarion, either in the refcaiences themselves ot in tlae knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, to tnodify the reference or to combine reference teachings." No such 
suggestion of modvation exists in either Burrows or Wishnie. 

As described above, Wishnie is directed towards organizing HTML files for a web site. The 
final Office Acrion agrees with such a scatemenc but states that Wishnie is not whoUy unrelated to 
the present application since it is a hierarchical organization of file$ for a website. However, the test 
is not whether it is wholly unrelated to the present application but whether it is related or would 
have been obvious to combine Wishnic widi the other reference ^.e.. Burrows) (see MPEP 
706.02(j)). Such a motivation to combine 15 clearly lacking from both Wishnie and Burrows. 

Further, looking at the claimed invention as a "whole" (as required by the MPEP), the 
invention provides an onhne service with an integrated project workspace having folders as 
containers for architectural project files (where the files comprise drawings, documents, 
communications, and tasks) and the workspace provides content services and tools to help users 
manage the files. In this regard, the rlaim.*^ provide for an entire online service for managing 
architectural CAD projects including the ability to manage the folder<; as containers which are 
specifically geared and organized for architectural projects. In adtJirion, the online service provides 
the ability to manage the files within the folders wherein the files are draAvings, documents. 
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commumcarions* and tasks related to die projects. In this regard, Burrows completely fiails to 
describe any dociimeats or conimunications whatfsocver. 

In addition to the above, the final 0£6ce Action submits that "ooly the concept of u tilising 
foldiits for storing files was taken frotn the Wishnie et aL reference". Relying on such a statement, it 
is therefore assumed that Burrows is relied upon to teach all of the remaining elements including 
containers for storiag, managing, and sharing files for archicecmral projects, wherein the files 
comprise drawings, documents, communicadons, and tasks related to the architectural projecis. It is 
further assumed that the Office Action relies on Burrows to teach an integrated projea workspace 
that provides relevant content, services, and tools to help building, design, and construction 
personnel manage the files ^.e,, the drawings, documents, communications, and task files) related to 
the architectural projects. However, it may be easily seen that Biirrows lacks such a teaching. 

Burrows is spedficaDy geared towards using CAD cools in a distdbutcd CAD system (see 
col. 1, lines 5-59). In this regard, design took that perform CAD tasks are provided on a CAD 
server station (see coL 1, lines 62-67). FIG. 2 of Barrows illustrates such a CAD server system that 
supports design tool cxccutablcs (programs) 37 and design tool libraries 39. As iUvistrated in FIG. 3, 
the CAD system runs on the server and the user can gain access to the programs (i.e.. the design 
cools) firom the client station over the internee (see col. 4, lines 33-40). Further, access to the 
programs is achieved using "form" chat define parameters for a CAD task. However, absent firom 
the Burrows disclosure is any reference to the files as claimed (le., files that comprise drawings, 
documents, communications, and tasks) or the storage of any such files in containers or otherwise. 

Thus, contrary to the assertion in the final Office Action, Burrows merely provides the 
ability to using CAD tools in a distributed system. There is no ceaching or suggestion, implicit or 
explicit, for the files, folders, or organi2arion as claimed. Burrows ako fails to describe any such 
files, folders, or organization with respect to architectural projects (as claimed). In fact, an electronic 
search in Biaxrows for the term "project" provides no results. Without even describing a project or 
mentioning the word "project", Burrows cannot possibly teach or suggest files (that comprise 
drawings, documents, cotnmunications, and taslcs) for an architectural project Instead, Burrows 
merely provides for using a CAD cool in a disndbuted environment. Further, Wishnie docs not core 
Burrows' deficiency (since it merely teaches utilizing folders for storing files). 
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In response to the above arguments, die Advisory Action provides: 

Applicaiit(s) uiguc on page 8 of the rtmurks, that neither Burrows nor Wiahnic teach 
disclose oi suggest an integrated project for organizing foWerfi fox one or more Ardutecmral projects. 
The appUcant(5) arguments are not persuasive Although Wishnie ct al. is not a CAD sysiem, Wshnie 
discloses a hicrorchidal organizatiou of Eles for a website, and the concept of utilising folders for 
SToring files. 

Applicant(s) argue on page 8 of the remarks, thai neither Burrows nor Wishnic teach, 
disclose, or suggest an integrated projeci woxkspace co help personnel manage files related to 
azchirecmtal projects. The applicant(s) arguments arc not persuasive. The term archirecmral has been 
^ven the broadest reasonable interpretation. By its nature, CAD detugn drawings are inherendy 
related to some type of architectural structure, whether it is for mechanical objects^ electrical objects, 
buildings, etc. Thus, die term aichitectural, when used in the context of CAD systems^ docs not 
further limit CAD-ba^d files. 

Appellants disagree with and traverse the responses in the Advisory Action. 

With respect to the Advisory Acrion't contention that Wishnie discloses a hierachical 
organization of files for a website. Appellants agree with such an assertion - Wishnie does disclose a 
hierarchical organiiiation of files for a website. However, Wishnie*s teaching is limited to organizing 
HTML files and storing such HTML files (see Wishnie coL 1, hnes 5-coL 3, line 20), The present 
claims specifically provide that the files comprise drawings, documents, conomunicarions^ and tasks 
related to architectural projects. Separate electronic searches of Wishnie for each of the terms 
"drawing"^ "communication" and "task" provide no relevant results whatsoever. In this regard, the 
mere concept of organizing HTML files does not sxaggest storing files for architectural projects that 
include drawings, documents, commurucations, and tasks for the architectural projects. The dairns 
state with particularity the types of files and persotinel that use the website. These claim elements 
carmot simply be ignored when applying a reference. 

The second paragraph of the Advisory Action submits that ti^e term "architectural" docs not 
further limit CAD based systems. Appellants agree that architects may commonly use CAD based 
systems. Accordingly, Burrows' system may be applicable and used by architects. However, 
Wishnie was used to disclose the claimed element of "organizing folders as containers for storing, 
managing, and sliaring files for one or more architectural projects, wherein the files comprise 
drawings, documents, communications, and tasks related to the architectural projects". As described 
above, Wishnie cannot and does not teach such a folder structure. Instead, Wishnie merely teaches 
a folder used for scoring HTML files (see Wishnie Abstract). 
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The final Office Action Jind Advisory Action attempt to select desired claim elements in a 
piecemeal fashion fi:om two unrelated references. In this regard, Wishnie completely fails to provide 
any context for an architectural project or the specific types of files illustrated. Instead, Wishnie is 
directed towards a hierarchy for organizing HTML files that are part of a web site (see Abstract). 
Wishnie does not allude to, nor su^si; implicitly or explicitly: a project, an architectural project, a 
drawixig related to an architectural project, a document related to an architectural project^ a 
communication related to an architectural project, nor a task related to an atchiicctural projecc 

Further, even if Wishnie is combined with Burrows (which Appellants submit lacks a 
motivation to combine), the combination still fails to teach the invention as claimed, Wishnie 
provides a struccore for organizing HTML files of a web site in a folder structure, while Burrows 
teaches a distributed CAD system. Burrows only utilizes web pages to capture design lequicements 
using a form (see coL 4, lines 38-49). Accordingly, the combination of Wishnie with Burrows would 
(at most) provide a distributed CAD system (of Burrows) wherein the various web HTML forms 
that are used in die distributed system for capturing design requirements would be stored in folders 
(as in Wishnie). Such a teaching still fails to teach the storage, management and sharing of files for 
architectural projects where the files comprise drawings, documents, communications, and tasks 
related to architectural projects (as claimed). 

In addition, Appellants note tfiat the website is an integrated project workspace chat provides 
multiple funcrionalities. One of such functionalities is to provide content, services, and tools to help 
personnel manage the files relate to the architectural projects. Neither Wishnie nor Burrows provide 
such functionality either separately or in a single integrated web site. 

In view of the above. Appellants submit that Independent claim 1 is in condition for 
allowance. 

B. Independent Qaims 2, 16^ and 31 Are Patentable Over ITie Prior Art 
The final Office Action rejects claims 2, 16, and 31 as follows: 
In confiidenng daims 2, 16, juid 31: 

Bdxtows ct al- discloses a computcr-implcnicntcd apparatus, a method, and ^ mdclfi of 
tnanufacnirc, each compiising: 

accessing architectural project information using an interactive web site hosted on a scnx£ 
wheiein one or more areas of die interactive web site provide for: 

modi5canou and organization of: 
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a display of chfi interaaive web site (sec Fig-2, Display 42; coL 4, lines 14-26); 
sire mcmbcnj of iKe interacrive web site (sec Fig. 3, Users 26); 

one or more projects including scoring, organi2dng, and displaying drawings and rext files in 
project folders and srandard foldcis (sec Tig. 2j:)e3iga Tool Exccutables - programs - 37; coL 4, lines 
5-15 and lines 33-40) [note: the programs muKt stored in some type of program on the server 
computer 30 in order to be utilized by the user]; and 

project members of ilie one or more projects including defining access permissions for 
project members to access die projea folders, the standard folders, the drawings, and the text files 
(sec Fig. 4, Step$ Cl and C2; col 5, Hnes 16-20 and lines 5S-69). 

Appellants ttavcrse che above rejecdoas for one or mote of the foUawing reasons: 

(J ) Burrows faib to teach, disclose or suggest an ana of a web site that provides for tbe moSficaiion and 
orgcmi^ation of site members of the mb site; 

(2) Burrows fails to teach, disclose or suggest projects including an area of a iveh site thai provides for the 
modification and otgofdi^ation of prv/ects including storing^ organi^^ng and displaying drawifigs and text files; 

. (3) Burrows fails to teach, disclose or suggest foidert including an area of a web site that provides for the 
modijication cmd organisation of projects in project folders and standard folders; and 

(4) Burrows fails to teach, disclose or suggest project members of one or mon projects. 

As described above, independent claims 2, 16, and 31 are generally directed to accessing 
architectural project information \ising an interactive web site The web site has various areas. One 
such area provides for the modification and organization of site members of the web site. Another 
area provides for the modificarion and organi2adon of one or more projects including storing, 
organizing, and displaying drawings and text files in project folders and standard folders- 
Addirionally, a third area provides for the modification and organis^ation of project members of 
projects including defining access permissions for project members to access project folders, 
standard folders, drawings, and text files. 

To teach each pf the above elements, the final Office Acrion relies entirely on Btirrows. 
Specifically, to reach an area of the web site that provides for the modification and organization of 
sire members, the Office Acrion sites Burrows Fig. 3, users 26. Fig. 3 follows; 



12 



PAGE15/87*RCVDAT1/9I20044:51:19PM [Eastern StandardTim^^ 



^1-09-2004 02:01PM FROM-Gatss & Cooper LLP 



+13106418798 T-823 P. 016 F-876 




As seen in FIG, 3, item 26 merely iDustrates a user connected to a network. The text within 
Burrows merely provides for a server station 22 commxinicaiing with the plurality of client stations 
26 via a communicadons medium 24 (see col. 3, lines 65-67). In addition to relying on item 26, the 
Advisory Acdon relies on "the users of the files 57 in Fig. 3". As can be seen in FIG. 3, there is no 
reference 57. Further, an electronic search of Burrows for "57" provides no results. Nonetheless, 
consistent witli the Advisory Action, as can be seen in FIG. 3, three different users (identified in 
FIG. 3) communicate with a remote computer system 30 using a client station 26. However^ die 
claims provide that an area of the web $itc provides for the "modiQcation and organizadon of $itc 
members of the interacdve web site". The mere capability for users to access a remote computer 
system does not mean that an area of Burrows* system provides the ability to modify and organise 
members. Nor does the illustration of FIG. 3 or the text of Burrows even remotely suggest such a 
capability. In this regard, die HaiTng provide for more than "site members"^ the claims provide for 
die ability to modify and organize such site members in an area of the interactive web site. Nowhere 
is there any description in Burrows (eidicr within FIG. 3, the other figures^ or die text) that allows 
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for the Civilization and modification of site members. Further, nowhere in Burrows is thexe any 
reference to site members of a web site whatsoever. The use of Burrows' passwords in rektion to 
the present ckims is addressed in further detail below. 

To teach an area of the web site for die tnodification and organization of one or more 
projects including storing, organizing, and displaying drawings and text files in project folders and 
standard folders, the Office Action relies on Bxwxows Fig, 2, design tool executables 37, col. 4, lines 
5-15 and lines 33-40. As described above. Appellants note that an electronic search of Burrows for 
the term "project" provides no results. Without even mentioning the word "project'', Burrows 
cannot possibly teach various claim elements dial all utilize the word "project". Further, the use of 
design tool executables 37 does not even remotely suggest modifying and organizing projects in 
project folders and standard folders. Boorrows* design tool executables arc executable files used to 
perform a desired CAD task (see col. 5^ lines 13-20; col- 5, lines 58-60; coL 6, lines 5-27). For 
example, to design an integrated drcuir, a user may use a CAD tool with associated executable 
libraries that enable the designing of a memory cell for incorporation into an iategrated dxcuit 
design (see col. 5, lines 13-20). In view of such an explanation by Burrows, the design tool 37 used 
to complete a CAD task does not teach or disclose, impKcidy or explicitly, projects (or an area of a 
web site that provides for modification and organization of projects) that include storing, organizing, 
and displaying drawings and text files in project folders and standard folders. 

In response to the above arguments^ the final Office Action provides: 

ApplicanT(s) argue on page 16, lines 9-11 and 16-18, thai Bimows et aL foils to refcicncc any 
site members of a web site, and that siace the word "project" docs not appear anywhere in Burrows et 
sil., it does not lead on the claimed invcmtion. The appHcant(3) argmneats ate not persuasive- The 
users of die iilefi, 57, in Fig. 3 of Buzzowii et al. dearly show thxee different site members who have 
their own respective access to the CAD server, even they have not be named "ate members" within 
the reference. Additionally, the CAD tasks of each user have been interpreted as pioject?, even 
though the word ''project'' isn't being specifically mendoned. 

The Advisory Acuoa merely repeats the above statements iind ignores die previously 
submitted arguments (which are included herein). Appellants respectfully tcaverse such statements. 
In Appellants' prior argument, Appellants did not state **that Burrows et. al. fails to reference any 
site members of a web site". As stated above. Appellants submit that Burrows fails co provide an 
area of a web site that provides for die modification and organization of site members of the 
interacrivc web site (as claimed). The users of Burrows' Fig. 3 may be site members. [However^ 
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please note that no •'membership" or "subscription" of any sort is defined or suggested in Borrows. 
Instead, Burrows merely identifies a. user having a password to gain access to a web page (see col. 5, 
lines 5-12).]. However, there is no description that provides an area of the web site (or a web page) 
that provides the ability to manage and organize such site members. The mere use of passwords 
docs not even remotely refer to such capabilities. For example, the modification and organization of 
Burrow's users may be defined by a server administrator dirough a server mechanism and not via 
the web site. However, there is no description, implicit or explicit, regarding how such users are 
modified or organized in Burrows. 

In addition, Burrows &ils to even teach the use of any folders. An electronic search for the 
term "folder" in Burrows provides no results. The claims specifically provide for both project 
folders and standard folders and the organizing of projects and files within such folders. Burrows 
does not even remotely teach such folders or file/project organization. The final Office Action and 
Advisory Action failed to respond to this argument. 

Again, in response to the above, the final Office Action and Advisory Action merely state: 
"Additionally, the CAD tasks of each user have been interpreted as projects, even though the word 
'project* isn't being specifically mentioned.**. However, regardless of whether the CAD tasks qxaalify 
as a project or not. Burrows still faik to suggest, implicitly or escplidtly, an area of a web site that 
provides for modifying and organizing projects including storing, organising, and displaying 
drawings and text files in project folders and standard folders (as claimed). Nothing even remotely 
similar to such a teaching is even mentioned in Burrows. Specifically, Burrows does not provide for 
any area of a web site for scoring, organising, and displaying drawings and text files. Nor does 
Burrows provide for an area of a web site for displaying such drawings and text files in project 
folders AND standard folders. Funher, the odier references also fail to cure Burrow's deficiencies 
in this regard. 

In addition to the above, the Office Action relies on Fig. 4, steps Cl and C2; col. 5, lines 16- 
20 and lines 58-69 to teach die claimed element of an area of the web site that provides for the 
modification and organization of project members of die one or more projects including defining 
access permissions for project members to access the project folders, the standard folders, the 
drawings, and the text files. As claimed, there i$ both a site members area and a project members 
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area. Burrows merely provides for providing suitable security clearance (e.g. passwords) so diat only 
audiodzed users gain access to a web page (see coL 5, lines 8-12). Thus, Burrows siinply provides 
chat access to a web page may be based on a password. However, Burrows fiails to describe an area 
of a web site that provides for the modification and organization of site members and another area 
that provides for die modification and organization of project members. The mere m$c of 
passwords in determining if a user ha$ access to a web page is completely different and 
distinguishable from organizing such users in an area of a web site. 

In response to the above argoments, the final Office Action provides: 

Applicaiu(s) argue on page 17, lines 10-14, diat Burrows ct al. faHj to describe a separate site 
members aiea znd 7i pioiect area, dius it datd not cead on die claimed invention. The applicani(s) 
axgmnents aie not persuasive. In the claimed language, diere has been no dislinoion made between 
sin: members and project members, as the site members have noi been described m the independent 
claims. In fact, project members are only mendoned in die independent dainis, leading One co believe 
that site member can be, and arc, project members, since the dependent claims refer lo defining 
access penmisioons and such for the $itc members on/f. 

The Advisory Action merely repeats the above response. 

Appellants respectfully traverse such statements. Firstly, the independent claims provide for 
both "site members" (see line 6 of independent claim 2) and "project members" (see lines 9-11 of 
independent clnim 2). In this regard, the independent claims provide that an area ofthe web site 
provides for the modification and organization of site members. The independent claims also 
provide that an area of the web site provides for die modification and orgatuzation of project 
members of one or more projects. In fact, the project member modification and organization area 
specifically claims the ability to define access permissions for project members to access project 
folders, standard folders, drawings, and text files. Thus, contrary to die assertion in the final Office 
Action and the Advisory Action, the independent claims mention and specifically provide for both 
site members and project members. 

Further, consistent with the final Office Action^ Appellants agree diat site members may in 
fact be project members. In fact, to gain access to the web site (and thereby access to information 
on the web site), project members may be required to be site members. In diis regard, as claimed, 
there is an area of the web site that provides for the modification and organization of the site 
members. However, the claims also recite an area of the web sire that provides for the modification 
and organization of project members OF THE ONE OR MORE PROJECTS. Such an area 
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includes defining iiccess permissions for project members to access the project foldere, standard 
folders, drawings, and text fiks. The final Office Action equates CAD tasks of each user as projects. 
However, Burrows fails to provide any capability or description for defining access pertrussions for 
such users to access the tasks. In addidon, Burrows lacks any discussion regarding an area of a web 
site that may be used to modify and organise such users and their access p ermis sions to such tasks. 

Id addition to the above, the fitiql Office Action asserts that the d^rpcndenc claims refer to 
defining access permissions for the site members wij/* Appellants agree that the dependent claims 
spedfically provide for defining access permissions for the site members (see for e.g., dependent 
claims 3, 8, and 12). However, the reason for defining such access permissions for site members in 
the dependent rlaimg is becavise die capability to define access permissions for project members 
already exists in the independent claims. Accordingly, it would be redundant to provide for further 
defining access permissions for die project members in the dependent claims. Thus, the assertions 
relied upon in the firial Office Action are illogical and inconclusive with respect to the presendy 
claimed invenrion. 

In addition. Burrows describes that once a CAD task parameter form has beeo completed, 
security checks arc performed, and subject to correct authotbtation, a job descripdon is created (see 
col. 5, lines 58-62). However, contrary to the assertion in the Office Action, such a description fails 
to teach an area of a web site that provides for the modification and organi^sation of project 
members of one or more projects. In this regard, Buxrows fails to describe any area of a web site 
that provides the ability to organize and modify project members of one or more projects. The 
mere ability to perform a securicy check docs teach a web site where access permissions may be 
defined on a project folder basis, standard folder basis, drawing basis, and/or text file basis (as 
claimccQ. Such a defining is completely lacking ia Burrows, 

In response to the above argument, the final Office Action (and Advisory Action which 
merely repeats the same allegations) provides: 

Applicom(s) (irgue on page 16, Ikes 28-29, and page 17, Hnes 19-23, that Butfows et al. fails 
to dcscnbc any accci of a web sice diai provides die abilicy co oig£mi2e and modify projeci tnembers of 
one or more projects. The exammrt ha£ expanded upon die previous lejecdoti to more cleady poinr 
out the inhercflT xwc of foldeis for sioting, orgaiii2iiig, and displaying CAD programs (drawings nnd 
teact files), as claims 2, 16, and 31). 
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Appeflants note that die only difference becween the rejection in ihe final Office Action and 
Advisory Action and the former Office Action (with respect to claims 2, 16, and 31) is that a "note" 
is added that provides "die programs mxist be stored in some type of program on the server 
computer 30 in order to be utilized by the user''. Appellants agree that programs must be stored on 
a server in order to be used However, such a teaching still fails to teach an area of a web site that 
provides the ability to modify and organize site members, projects (m project folders and standard 
folders), and project members (of the one or more projects) as claimed. Further, even if Burrows 
teaches using folders for storing, organizing, and displayiog CAD programs (which Appellants 
traverse). Burrows still fails to teach an area of the interactive web site (i.e., that is accessible to the 
user) for modifying and organizing site members and project members (as claimed). Burrows does 
not even remotely allude to such areas of a web site or a web site having the capabilities as claimed. 

In view of the above. Appellants submit that the present independent rlnims are clearly 
patentable over the cited references. 

C. Dependent Claims 3. 17. and 32 Are Pa tentable Over The Prior Arc 

Dependent claims 3, 17, and 32 provide that access permissions may be defined for the site 

members of the web site. To teach these claimed elements, the final Office Action relies on Fig. 4, 

Steps Cl and C2; col, 5, lines 16-20, and lines 58-69. 

Col. 5, lines 17-20 provide: 

. . .Once again, at this 5t;igc, scairity can be provided (for example through the use of passwords) to 
ensure that only authodsed usees gain access to the forms. 

Col. 5> lines 58-69 provide: 

When the painmctcrs rcLiting to a completed CAD task paramctei form are received in Step 
S3, sccunty checks are petfotmed, as appropibie, and subject to correct authorization, the job 
description concerned is created and the details thereof are stored for later use in Step S4. The 
appropriate CAD task is launched in Step S5 and this process continues until the results are generated 
at Step S6. 

In Step S7, the results are recumed aa a file to the user making use of the details for the job 
which were 8t0tcd in Step S4. 

Thus, as these portions of text illusttate, Burrows merely provides for using security to 
prevent access to various forms. Furdier, subject to authorizadon, a job descriprion may be created 
and stored. However, Burrows fails to describe access permissions for site members of a web site. 
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Instead, Burrows merely describes preventing access to a form. In this regard, the passwords 
described in Bvirrows coald merely be concerned with a particukc form and anyone who has the 
form password coiild have access. In such a scenario, access permissions for sice members of the 
interactive web site are nor defined whatsoever. 

In view of the above. Appellants submit that dependent claims 3, 17, and 32 are nor 
described or surest, implicitly or expliddy by the cited references and are in condition for 
allowance. 

D. Depcndenr n^im<a 4 , 18^ and 33 Are Patentable Over_Thc: Prior Art 
Dependent claims 4, 18, and 33 provide that the web site is displayed in a tree hierarchical 

view. Further, the tree hierarchical display provides a listing of the drawings, text files, project 
folders, and standard folders diar make up the projects. 

To teach the addirional elements provided in these claims, the final Office Action relies on 
Wishnic Fig. 4a, laierardiical display space 402; and coL 4, lines 23-38. However, the hierarchical 
display of Wishnie merely provides for a hierarchical display of HTML files that make up the web 
site (see Fig. 4a and coL 4, lines 23-38), Wishnie fails to list drawings and text files and project 
folders and standard folders. In this regard, Wishnie completely fails to distinguish between or 
describe two diffcrcndy claimed types of folders — project folders and standard folders. Instead^ 
Wishnie merely has folders that contain HTML web pages. Such a use of folders does not allude to 
or suggest the claimed folders or files that are stored in diem. 

E. Dependent Claims 5. 1 9. and 34 Are Patentable Over The Prior Art 

In dependent claims 5, 19, and 34, the web site provides die addirional functionality for 
allowing a user to markup a drawing. 

To teach these claimed elements, the final Office Action relics on Burrows Fig. 4, step C2, 
and col. 4, lines 13-20, Col. 4, lines 9-20 provide: 

A computer 30> which includes a cenirsl pfocessmg unic, associated main and mass storage memory 
nnd ^ the other lypical audbutefi of a computex, liupportfi a number of applicadons including a 
ncEwoik monitor applicadon 34, management applications 36 and a computer aided design lool 38, 
including design cool executable^ 37 (program^) and dci»ign tool libiniies 30. One or more user 
stations 28 including a display, (possibly a local processor) and inpuc/ output devices can be provided 
for 0\D tool designers/ main taincrs to create and maintain the CAD tool 38. 
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While Burrows describes design tools. Burrows completely fails to describe a markup tool ot 
die ability for a user to maxkup a drawing. In fact, separate electronic searches of Burrows for die 
terms *'maxk" and "markup" provide no results whatsoever. Without even mendoning the term 
*'mark" or "markup'^ Butrows cannot possibly teach the capability to markup a drawing as claimed. 

In view of the above^ Appellants submit that these dependenc claims are allowable over the 
cited references. 



Dependent Cidms 6. 7, 20, 21, 35 and 36 Are Not Sepamtdv Argued 



G. Dependent Claims 8, 22. and 37 Are Patentable Over The Prior Arc 

Dependent claims 8, 22, and 37 provide a feature of die interactive web site for emailing a 

site member when the site member's access permissions change. 

To teach the additional dements of these claims, the final Office Action relies on Robertson 

coL 5, lines 5-32 that provides: 

The Customer Table 440 contains one record for each xiniquc user. The key field in this 
tabic is CustomecID 440-2. All infoifnadon scored in the various diiiabase rabies relaring to a 
paiticu):!! member is linked together by a unique number in this field. Odiet important fields in this 
tabic include informarion used by users to login to the system (Usemame 440-6 and Password 440-8), 
information which hdps users identify cw^h other (First Name 440-10, Last Name 440-12, and E-mail 
440-20), infoiroation required to provide Birthday Nodfication (Birthday 440-16) and informauon 
required to provide Crossing Paths norificadon (CitylD 440-14). Each record in the Customer Tabic 
440 is timc-atamped via die llccordDate field 440-4. Other fidds 440-22 can also be indoded in the 
Customer Table 440 (and the other tables as well), 

The Friend Table 4<S0 is a key to the present invention because ir rdates users to each other. 
Each record in the table represents a relationihip between one user, idendfied by CustomcrlD 460-4, 
and another, identified by FriendID 460-6, with a certain level of permission^ 4<50-10. The user 
interface of the present invention provides a multinide of ways for users to view informadon about 
other users, and every one of these ways relics on a database query of the Friend Table 460 to 
determine die list of other users whose information a particular user may see. Each record is time- 
a tamped via the RccordDate fidd 460-8 so daat users may be notified when their contacts'records 
change. Each record is uniqudy identified by a RelationlD 460-2. 

As indicated in this quoted pordon, an email may be sent to a particular user when contact 
informaaon of a fidend of the user changes. The present claims provide for emailing a site member 
when the same site member^s access permissions cliange. Appellants submit that the claimed access 
permissions are not even remotely equivalent, implicitly or explicitly, to contact informarion of a 
friend of a user. In this regard, firsdy, Robertson is dealing Nvith a change in a user*s contacts' 
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records (Le., records of a frieiid of die user) and not in die parricukr user's o\fm infortnatioii. 
Secondly, Robertson pro%ddcs for contact information changing and not access permissions. 

In view of the above, Appell^ts submit that these dependent claims arc patentable over the 
cited references, 

H. Dependent Claims 9-1 2. 2 3-26, and 38-41 Are Not Separate Argued 

I. Dependent Claims 13. 27. and 42 Are Patentable Ove r The Prior Art 
Dependent claims 13, 27, and 42 provide for an additional area of the web site that may be 

used for discussing aspects of a project. 

To teach the addirional elements of these dependent claims, the final Office Action relies on 
Buxridge's Fig. 3, GUI 308 and col. 7> lines 5-26. The dted portion of Burridge merely provides for 
the use of a collaboration applet diat allows a user to enter a chat with odier colkboradon users. 
Burridge's summary col 3, lines 6-47 describes the system of Buiridge. Specifically, Burridge 
provides the ability for users that are currendy viewing die same web page to collaborate with each 
other xising an applet. 

Appellants submit that teaching the ability for mulriple users viewing the same web page to 
collaborate with each othct does not teach, disclose, or suggest, implicidy or explicidy, an area of a 
web site for discussing aspects of a project. Firstly, an applet is not an area of a web site. Instead, 
an applet is an application program that runs in a browser. In addition, the claimed area of the web 
sice is for discussing aspects of a project. The claimed project includes drawings and text files in 
project folders and standard folders. Users accessing the same web page does not even suggest an 
aspect of a project. 

In view of the above. Appellants submit that dependent claims 13> 27> and 42 are patentable 
over die cited art. 

J. Dependent Claims 14. 15. 28. 29. 30, 43. 44. and 45 Ate Not Separately Argued 
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K- Conclusion 

In light of the above arguments, AppeDants respectfully submit that the cited references do 
not anticipate nor render obvious the claimed invention. More specifically. Appellants* claims recite 
novel physical features which patenubly distinguish over any and all references under 35 U.S.C §§ 
102 and 103. As a resxjlt, a decision by die Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences reversing the 
Examiner and directing allowance of the pending claims in the subject application U respectfully 
solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 

GATES & COOPER LLP 

Attorneys for Appellant(s) 

Howard Hughes Center 
6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1 050 
Los Angeles, California 90045 
(310) 641-8797 

Date: January 9. 2004 By: ^/^^^ ^ ^ ^7^^^^ ^ 

Nam^ason S. Feldmar 
R^^o.: 39,187 

JSF/io 

GaK: :iU5G6.7DLUS-Ul 
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APPENDIX 

1. (ORIGINAL) An Internet web site^ comprising: 

an online service, implemented on a computer, for binldiag, design, and construction 
petsomiel that provides an integrated project workspace for otganiiong folders therein as containers 
for storing, managing, and sharing files for one or mote architectural projects, wherein the files 
compti$e drawings, documents, communications, and tasks related to the architectural projects, and 
the integrated project workspace provides relevant content, services, and tools to help the personnel 
manage the files related to the architectural projects. 

2. (ORIGINAL) A computer-implemented apparams comprising: 

accessing architectural project information using an interactive web site hosted on a server 
wherein one or more areas of the interacdve web site provide fon 
modification and organizarion of: 

a display of the interactive web site; 

site members of the interacdve web site; 

one or more projects including storing, organizing, and displaying drawings and text 
files in project folders and standard folders; and 

project members of the one or more projects including defining access pennissions 
for project members to access the project folders, the standard folders, the drawings, and the 
text files. 

3. (ORIGINAL) The apparatus of daim 2 wherein access permissions can be defined 
for site members of the interactive web site, 

4. (ORIGINAL) The apparams of daim 2 wherein a tree hierarchical view of the 
interactive web site displays a hsting of the drawings and text files and the project folders and 
standard folders. 

5. (ORIGINAL) The apparatus of claim 2 wherein the interactive web site is fiirther 
configured to allow a user to markup a drawing. 
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6. (ORIGE^AL) The apparams of claim 2 wherein aspects of the interactive web site 
axe installed and executed on a local computer. 

7. (ORIGINAL) The apparatus of claim 2 further comprising updating project 
infomiation stored on the server by transferring information fitom a local computer to the server. 

8. (ORIGINAL) The apparatus of claim 2 wherein a feature of the interactive web site 
provides for emailing a site member upon a change in access permissions of the site membei. 

9. (ORIGINAL) The apparatus of claim 2 wherein the area for the modification and 
organization of the display of the interactive web site comprises an area to specify the location of 
information to be displayed on the interactive web site. 

10. (ORIGINAL) The apparatus of claim 2 wherein the interactive web site further 
comprises an activity log that captures activiries of site members on the interactive web site. 

11. (ORIGINAL) The apparatus of daira 10 wherein information in the activity log can 
be filtered based on one or more specified properties. 

1 2. (ORIGINAL) The apparatus of claim 2 wherein the site members of the interactive 
web site may be organized in a group and wherein the interactive web site provides the ability to 
define access permissions for the group. 

13. (ORIGINAL) The apparatus of claim 2 wherein the interactive web site further 
comprises an area for discussing aspects of a project. 

14. (ORIGINAL) The apparatus of claim 2 wherein the interactive website further 
comprises the ability to import and export information. 
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15. (ORIGINAL) The apparatus of claim 2 wherein the interactive web site is created 
by a user without action or interaction with a site administrator. 

16. (ORIGINAL) A method for providing access to architectural project information 
comprising: 

a computer implemented interactive web site hosted on a server, the interactive web site 
providing the ability to modify and organize: 

a display of the interactive web site; 
sire members of the interacrive web site; 

one or more projects including storing, organizing^ and displaying drawings and text 
files in project folders and standard folders; and 

project members of the one or more projects inchiding defining access permissions 
for project members to access the project folders, the standard folders, the drawings, and the 
text files. 

17. (ORIGINAL) The mediod of claim 16 further comprising die interactive web site 
providing the abihty to define access permissions for site members of the interacrive web site. 

1 S. (ORIGINAL) The method of claim 16 further comprising displaying a tree 
hierarchical view of a listing of the drawings and text files and die project folders and standard 
folders. 

19. (ORIGINAL) The method of claim 16 further comprising the interactive web site 
allowing a user to markup a drawing. 

20. (ORIGINAL) The method of claim 16 further comprising installing and executing 
aspects of the interactive web site on a local computer. 

21. (ORIGINAL) The method of claim 16 further comprising updadng project 
information stored on the server by transferring informarion fi:om a local computer to the server. 
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22. (ORIGINAL) The method of claim 16 further comprising emailing a site member 
upon a change in access pemussions of the site member. 

23. (ORIGINAL) The niethod of claim 16 further compming the interactive web site 
providing an area to specify the location of information to be displayed on die interactive web site. 

24. (ORIGINAL) Hie method of claim 1 6 further comprising capturing the activities of 
site members in an activity log. 

25. (ORIGINAL) The method of claim 24 further comprising filtering information in 
the activity log based on one or more specified properties. 

26. (ORIGINAL) The mediod of claim 16 further comprising: 
organizing the site members in a group; and 

the interactive web site providing die ability to define access pertnissions for the 

group. 

27. (ORIGINAL) The method of daim 16 further comprising die interactive web site 
providing an area for discussing aspects of a project, 

28. (ORIGINAL) The method of claim 16 further comprising importing information. 

29. (ORIGINAL) The method of daim 1 6 further comprising e^cporting informatioit 

30. (ORIGINAL) The method of claim 16 fiirther comprising a:eating the computer 
implemented interactive web site widiout action or interaction with a site administrator. 

31. (ORIGINAL) An artide of manufacture for accessing archirecniral project 
information comprising: 
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an interactive web site hosted on a computer server wherein the interactive web site 
comprises: 

means fox modifying and organizing: 

a display of the interactive web site; 
site members of the interactive web site; 

one or more projects including means for storing, means for organizing, and 
means for displaying drawings and text files in project folders and standard folders; 
and 

project members of the one or more projects including means for defining 
access permissions for project members to access the project folders, the standard 
folders, the drawings, and the text files. 

32. (ORIGINAL) The ardde of manufacmre of claim 31 further comprising means for 
defining access permissions for site members of die interactive web site. 

33. (ORIGINAL) The article of manufacture of claim 31 further comprising means for 
displaying a tree hierarchical view with a listing of the drawings and text files and the project folders 
and the standard folders. 

34. (ORIGINAL) The ardcle of manufacture of claim 31 further comprising means for 
allowing a user to markup a drawing. 

35. (ORIGINAL) The article of manufacture of claim 31 fiirther comprising means for 
installing and executing die interactive web site on a local computer. 

36. (ORIGINAL) The article of manufacture of claim 31 further comprising means for 
updating project information stored on the server by ttansferring information firom a local computer 
to the server. 
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37. (ORIGINAL) The article of manufectuxe of claim 31 further compnsing means for 
emailing a site member upon a change in access permissions of the site member. 

38. (ORIGINAL) The article of manufacture of claim 31 further comprising means for 
Specifying the location of infotmation to be displayed on the interactive web site. 

39. (ORIGINAL) The article of manafectute of claim 31 further comprising means for 
capturing activities of site members in an activity log. 

40. (ORIGINAL) The article of manufacture of claim 39 further comprising means for 
filtering information in die acriviry log based on one or more specified properties. 

41. (ORIGINAL) The article of manufacture of claim 31 further comprising; 
means for organizing site members in a group; and 

means for defining access permissions for the group. 

42. (ORIGINAL) The article of manufiaccure of claim 31 further comprising means for 
discussing aspects of a project on the interactive web site. 

43. (ORIGINAL) The ardcle of manufacture of claim 31 fordier comprising importing 
information. 

44. (ORIGINAL) The article of manufacture of daim 31 further comprising exporting 
informadon. 

45. (ORIGINAL) The article of manufacture of claim 31 wherein die interactive web 
site was created without action or interaction with a site administrator. 
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